Commentary
This paper reviews the literature on mechanical oral hygiene practices. It provides extremely useful recommendations supported by evidence. Furthermore, it makes clear what level of evidence is available for each of the recommendations. It is a great shame that no data are given regarding the internal and external validity of the papers reviewed. This is disappointing, as such an analysis is reported to have been carried out. Despite the very obvious worth and usefulness of this review paper, this is an important omission. Presumably, some of the studies included had questionable internal and/or external validity and yet, for each type of intervention, the authors base the recommendation simply upon whether or not a randomised controlled trial (RCT), analysis of some other kind, or no analysis had been undertaken. It is essential that people interested in the evidence-base recognise that a badlydesigned RCT may lead to as many errors of interpretation as well-run studies that employ less respected study designs. If the most valid studies showed no effect from a given intervention whereas less valid studies (those with poor design or small numbers) showed a positive effect, the conclusion must be drawn that no real effect existed. Similarly, if studies that were both externally and internally valid showed no effect whereas those with lower validity did show an effect, the conclusion should be drawn that the intervention effect was real but small (ie, not revealed by studies with, for example, low power). The monitoring of validity is thus essential.
The authors undoubtedly took such effects into consideration when making their recommendations and this paper is an important contribution to the evidence base. Detailed exposure of their methodology, however, would allow others to underpin their practice and their advice with the most robust evidence available. 
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